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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-22 are presented for the examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set 
forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-6, 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rosenberg et al (US. Patent 6,560,450 Bl) in view of Bector et al (US. Patent 6,687732 Bl). 

3. As to claim 1, Rosenberg teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: a 
message (the packet, col 3, In 7-9/ In 23-25), a selected application (determine the direction of 
routing of packet to another satellite or to its destination, col 3, In 13-17/terminal within a said 
cell, col 2, In 65-67 to col 3, In 1-3/ another satellite, col 3, In 14-17/ln 27-31/ In 44-47/ 
destination sector, col 3, In 59-62), a selected application format (each packet is provided with a 
header incorporating a destination address and is used by node to determine routing of the that 
packet, col 4, In 48-51/ col 3, In 53-62/ corresponding format to the incoming packets, col 10, In 
7-10), ascertaining whether the message is in a selected application format (col 3, In 1-3/ In 27- 
31/ In 58-61), a next location (another system node, col 3, In 59-62), if the message is not in the 
selected application format: routing the message to a next location( col 3, In 13-17/ In 45-48/ In 
58-62), if the message is in the selected application routing the message to a selected application 
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processor( col 3, In 1-3/ In 10-16/ In 29-32/col 10, In 7-10), processing the message by the 
selected application processor( col 4, In 48-52/col 5, In 54-58/col 9, In 59-63/ col 10, In 27-31), 
routing the message to the next location( col 10, In 35-36/ In 45-60), receiving (arrives col 10, 
In 46-47). 

4. Rosenberg does not explicitly teach processing the message by the selected application 
and routing the message to the next location when the next location is the same location for 
transfer the message without processing of the selected application). However, Bector teaches 
processing the message by the selected application and routing the message to the next location 
when the next location is the same location for transfer the message without processing of the 
selected application (packet information "network traffic" pass on their way through 
communication path 108 to one or more origin servers. . .the routing device may intercept certain 
classes of IP and TCP/IP traffic, intended for one or many origin engine 116. The proxy 
processing engine 116 may then deliver responses to client request, or otherwise participate in 
the representation or transport of the client to origin server transaction, col 1, In 45-50 and In 55- 
63/ involves the obscuration of IP identity through proxies. As result of traffic interception and 
the presence of the proxy server 1 14, when the client's forwarded request reaches the origin 
server 124, col 3, In 39-45/ a determine is made as to whether matching address value is found in 
any of searches. If match found. . . packet is not sent to proxy engine 116, and sent transparently 
on its way to original server 124, col 9, In 15-22/ if no match is found . . . may involve proxy 
processing engine 1 16 sending an HTTP request message to original server 124, col 9, In 25-30 
and 65-67). 
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5. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Rosenberg and Bector because Bector's processing the 
message by the selected application and routing the message to the next location would improve 
the efficiency of Rosenberg's system by allowing the traffic packet to direct transfer to the server 
bypass the proxies server to reduce traffic load on the server. 

6. As to claim 2, Rosenberg teaches the message includes receiving a packet (col 4, In 48- 
52). 

7. As to claim 3, Rosenberg teaches the packet from a network (col 2, In 37-40). 

8. As to claim 4, Rosenberg teaches the packet from a switched network (col 1, In 19-22/ 
col 10, In 32). 

9. As to claim 5, Rosenberg teaches the internet (col 1, In 29-31). 

10. As to claim 6, Rosenberg teaches the message is encrypted (col 5, In 54-57); processing 
the message by the selected application processor includes decrypting the message by the 
selected application processor (col 5, In 54-58). 

11. As to claims 19, 20, 21, they are apparatus claims of claims 1, 2 and 6; therefore, they 
are rejected for the same reasons as claims 1, 2 and 6 above. 

12. Claims 7-12, 14, 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Rosenberg et al (US. Patent 6,560,450 Bl) in view of Bector et al (US. Patent 6,687732 Bl), as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Shanklin et al (US. Patent 6,578,147 bl). 
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13. As to claim 7, Rosenberg teaches a network (networks, col 2, In 37-38), a fabric 
configured for communication (col 6, In 52-56), a plurality of application service devices 
(satellite nodes 1 1, col 4, In 48-52), unprocessed application specific message (packet, col 5, In 
52-58), the plurality of application service devices are configured to receive a plurality of 
unprocessed application specific message (col 4, In 45-48), a particular application (the terminals 
at the edges of the satellite, col 5, In 55-58), the application specific message (the packet contain 
a header which includes a destination address and a sequence filed. The payload in the packet 
contains the encoded user data, which can be from any kind of multimedia service and can 
include, for example, voice, video, or data, col 5, In 52-58), each unprocessed application 
specific message is configured to be processed by a particular application (col 5, In 53-58/ col 
10, In 7-10/ In 27-31), each unprocessed applications specific message is processed with the 
particular application for with it is configured (col 4, In 48-52/col 5, In 54-58/ col 6, In 2-10/col 
9, In 59-63/ col 10, In 27-31), a plurality of processed application-specific messages is produced( 
col 5, In 56-57), service devices are configured to sent the each processed application specific 
message to the fabric( col 9, In 59-63/col 10, In 56-62). 

14. Rosenberg and Bector do not explicitly teach process message in parallel. However, 
Shanklin teaches process message in parallel (the sensors operation in parallel and analyze 
packet to determine, col 2, In 64-66). 

15. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Rosenberg, Bector and Shanklin because Shanklin's 
process message in parallel would determines if there is an attempt to gain unauthorized access 
to the network. 
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16. As to claim 8, it is an apparatus claim of claim 2; therefore, it is rejected for the same 
reason as claim 2 above. 

17. As to claim 9, Rosenberg teaches a hardware state machine (col 10, In 9-11). 

18. As to claim 10, Shanklin teaches the plurality of application service devices is included 
in a single integrated circuit (col 6, In 65-67). 

19. As to claim 11, Shanklin teaches each application service device comprises a simple 
programmable processor (col 10, In 7-8). 

20. As to claim 12, Shanklin teaches a plurality of interoperable configured distinct physical 
devices (col 9, In 5-6). 

21. As to claim 14, Shanklin teaches an unprocessed application stream (col 5, In 56-61). 

22. As to claim 16, Shanklin teaches an e-mail transfer (col 5, In 3-5). 

23. As to claim 17, Shanklin teaches a virtual private networking communication (col 1, In 
15-17). 

24. As to claim 18, Shanklin teaches a TPC offload engine communication (col 5, In 63-64). 

25. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rosenberg et al 
(US. Patent 6,560,450 Bl) in view of Bector et al (US. Patent 6,687732 Bl), as applied to claim 
1 above, in view of Shanklin et al (US. Patent 6,578,147 bl) and further in view of TB 
(Troubleshooting) . 



26. As to claim 13, Rosenberg, Bector and Shanklin do not teach SSL/TLS. However, TB 
teaches SSL/TLS (SSL/TLS, page 2, In 12). 
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27. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the teaching of Rosenberg, Bector, Shanklin and TB because TB's 
SSL/TLS would improves performance of Rosenberg, Bector and Shanklin's systems by 
allowing the requirement for implementing an encryption acceleration hardware. 

28. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rosenberg et al 
(US. Patent 6,560,450 Bl) in view Bector et al (US. Patent 6,687732 Bl), in view of Shanklin et 
al (US. Patent 6,578,147 bl) and further in view of TB (Troubleshooting). 

29. As to claim 15, Rosenberg, Bector and Shanklin do not teach an SSL/TLS connection 
between a web browser and a web server. However, TB teaches an SSL/TLS connection between 
a web browser and a web server (page 4, In 22-25). 

30. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Rosenberg, Bector, Shanklin and TB because 
TB's an SSL/TLS connection between a web browser and a web server would improves the 
efficiency of Rosenberg, Bector and Shanklin's systems by providing the performance required 
for implement encryption acceleration hardware. 

3 1 . Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rosenberg et al 
(US. Patent 6,560,450 Bl) in view of Bector et al (US. Patent 6,687732 Bl), as applied to claim 
1 above, and further in view of Muthukumar et al (US. Patent 6,820,250 b2). 
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32. As to claim 22, Rosenberg teaches the invention substantially as claimed including: a 
message (the packet, col 3, In 7-9/ In 23-25), a selected application (terminal within a said cell, 
col 2, In 65-67 to col 3, In 1-3/ another satellite, col 3, In 14-17/ln 27-31/ In 44-47/ destination 
sector, col 3, In 59-62), format (format, col 10, In 7-10), ascertaining whether the message is in a 
selected application format (col 3, In 1-3/ In 27-31/ In 58-61), a next location (another system 
node, col 3, In 59-62), if the message is not in the selected application format: routing the 
message to a next location( col 3, In 13-17/ In 45-48/ In 58-62), if the message is in the selected 
application routing the message to a selected application processor( col 3, In 1-3/ In 10-16/ In 29- 
32/col 10, In 7-10), processing the message by the selected application processor( col 4, In 48- 
52/col 5, In 54-58/col 9, In 59-63/ col 10, In 27-31), routing the message to the next location( col 
10, In 35-36/ In 45-60), the routing of the message to the next location (col 10, In 58-61). 

33. Rosenberg and Bector do not teach the first/second iteration, a pineline. However, 
Muthukumar teaches iteration, a pipeline (the first iteration, last iteration, the software pipeline, 
col 2, In 64-67). 

34. It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Rosenberg, Bector and Muthukumar because 
Muthukumar' s the first / second iteration, a pineline would improve the efficiency of Rosenberg, 
Bector 's systems by allowing the system to improve the performance of software pinelined 
loops. 

Response to the argument: 

35. Applicant amendment filed on 1 1/09/2005 has been considered but they are not 
persuasive: 
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Applicant argued in substance that : 
(1) " it does not teach or suggest the element of" if the element is not in the selected 
application format: routing the message to a next location and if the message is in the selected 
format: routing the message to a selected application processor" 

(2) " in particular Rosenberg et al does not teach the step of" routing the message to the 
next location" subsequent to the step of processing the message by the selected application 
processor" 

(3) " the message is neither routed to a selected application processor" nor processing by 
the selected application processor" 

(4) " it is not sent anywhere by the satellite nodes". 

36. Examiner respectfully disagreed with Applicant's remarks: 

As to the point (1), Rosenberg teaches the comparison performed in the satellite of the 
address of destination cell of the packet [application format] with the stored address is done in a 
hierarchical way and the number and bit position of the difference between said codes is used to 
determine the direction of routing of the packet to another satellite or to its destination (col 3, In 
10-17). The determine step is used for selection of the packet and the destinations. The packet 
with matched address will be routed to its destination. If the packet with unmatched address will 
be routed to the satellite (col 3, In 10-16/ In 55-62). Its destination is corresponding to the 
destination address in the packet (Each packet is provided with a header incorporation a 
destination address which is read . . . used by the node to determine routing of the packet. This 
destination address comprises the address of the cell to which the packet should be sent and the 
address necessary to reach the destination from the cell, col 4, In 48-53 / col 10, In 50-62) 
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As to the point (2), Bector teaches the packet is determined to directly sent to the original 
server [next location] or to sent to the proxy server [application processor] for processing before 
sent to the original server [the next location] (packet information "network traffic" pass on their 
way through communication path 108 to one or more origin servers. . .the routing device may 
intercept certain classes of IP and TCP/IP traffic, intended for one or many origin engine 116. 
The proxy processing engine 116 may then deliver responses to client request, or otherwise 
participate in the representation or transport of the client to origin server transaction, col 1, In 45- 
50 and In 55-63/ involves the obscuration of IP identity through proxies. As result of traffic 
interception and the presence of the proxy server 1 14, when the client's forwarded request 
reaches the origin server 124, col 3, In 39-45/ a determine is made as to whether matching 
address value is found in any of searches. If match found. . . packet is not sent to proxy engine 
116, and sent transparently on its way to original server 124, col 9, In 15-22/ if no match is found 
. . . may involve proxy processing engine 1 16 sending an HTTP request message to original 
server 124, col 9, In 25-30 and 65-67/ pass the packet logically upward for processing the proxy 
processing engine 116[processing packet], col 2, In 40-41). 

As to the point (3), Rosenberg teaches determine the direction of routing of the packet to 
another satellite or to its destination (col 3, In 6-7), another satellite or its destination are selected 
from the step of determining. Rosenberg also teaches processing the packet (Furthermore, the 
processing of the packets is carried out at each satellite in a hop-by-hop basis, col 6, In 2-10/ 
transmission of packet to the satellite, reception of packets from the satellite, and analysis and 
generation of statistics of received packets, col 9, In 59-63). 
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As to the point (4), Rosenberg also teaches for claim 7(The functions carried out by the 
cell are: generation of packets, sharing and addressing of packets, transmission of packet to the 
satellite, reception of packets from the satellite, and analysis and generation of statistics of 
received packets, col 9, In 59-63 / the processing of the packets is carried out at each satellite in a 
hop-by-hop basis, col 6, In 2-10). In additional, Bector teaches Internet packet addressing, and 
through which packets of information pass on their way through communication path 108 to one 
of more original servers 124 within the Internet work. The term "origin servers" is used herein to 
identify a server as originating point of delivery for one or more electronic documents that may 
be of interest to client 100, col 1, In 45-52/ a requesting a web page from origin server 124. 
Assume original server 124 only gives documents to select clients based on their IP address 
[processing packet], col 10). 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LeChi Truong whose telephone number is (571) 272 3767. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8 - 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thomson, William can be reached on (571) 272 3718. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR of Public PAIP. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIP 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9 197(toll-free). 

LeChi Truong 



May 12, 2006 




